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(1) p is true; 
(2) S believes that p; 
  
(3) S is justified in believing that p. 




「假設 Smithm 與 Jones 應徵了某個工作機會，並且 Smith 有強烈證據顯示
下列(d)命題成立： 
(d) Jones is the man who will get the job, and Jones has ten coins in his pocket. 
Smith 之所以認定(d)，是因為這家公司經理曾經告訴他最後會選擇 Jones，
而且 Smith 十分鐘前才數過 Jones 口袋裡的零錢。命題(d) 涵蘊著(e): 
(e) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket. 
設想 Smith 瞭解(d)涵蘊(e)，根據他有強烈證據支撐的(d)命題而接受了(e)。
那麼 Smith 顯然擁有證據相信(e)命題是真的。 
然而想像一下，Smith 有所不知，最後是他自己而不是 Jones 得到此工作，
而且 Smith 也不知道他自己口袋裡恰好也有十個銅版。命題(e)是真的，雖
然推論的根據命題(d)是假的。依此例，下列三個命題都為真：(1)命題(e)為
真，(2)Smith 相信(e)為真，且(3)Smith 有證據相信(e)為真。 」 
 
第二例：	 
「 設想 Smith 有強烈證據支撐下列命題: 
(f) Jones owns a Ford. 
Smith 有可能是因記憶中 Jones 一直有輛福特，而且不久前才搭乘過這台
車。 現在設想 Smith 有一位他不知身在何方的朋友叫做 Brown，Smith 隨
機選了三個地名來建構下列這些命題: 
(g) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Boston. 
(h) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Barcelona. 
(i) Either Jones owns a Ford, or Brown is in Brest-Litovsk. 
命題(f)涵蘊上述這三個裡的每一個。 想像 Smith 瞭解(f)與這三個命題間的
涵蘊關係，而且以(f)為基礎進一步接受了這三個命題。Smith 正確地從一
個有強烈明證的命題(f)推得(g)(h)與(i)，因此 Smith 完全有理由相信這三個
命題為真，雖然他並不知道 Brown 身在何方。 
然而想像一下兩種進一步的情況也包含進來。首先，Jones 現在並沒有福
特，而是開著一輛租來的車；其次，徹底巧合而且 Smith 毫不知情的是
Brown 真的在(h)命題中所指的 Barcelona。依照這兩個條件，Smith 實際上
  
並不知(h)為真，縱使知識的三個要件都成立：(1) (h)為真，(2) Smith 相信



























(1)	 （e2)	 is	 true;	 
(2)	 S	 believes	 that	 e1;	 

















	 (a)	 Jones	 owns	 a	 Ford為真而且Brown	 is	 in	 Barcelona為假。	 
	 (b)	 Jones	 owns	 a	 Ford為假而且Brown	 is	 in	 Barcelona為真。	 


































































「S knows that p.Df. (1) p is true, (2) S believes that p, (3) p is epistemically 
justified for S, and (4) there is no true proposition, q, such that if S were justified 




「       Example 3. 7: The Grabit Case 
Black sees her student Tom Grabit stick a tape in his coat pocket and sneak out 
of the library. She knows that Tom took the tape. Now, imagine that Tom's crime 
is reported to Tom's mother in her room at the psychiatric hospital. And she 
replies that Tom didn't do it, that it was his twin brother Tim. And imagine 
further that he has no twin, that this is just another one of her delusions. Black is 
ignorant of all this. 
                                                
1 參⾒見 Noah Lemos, An Introduction to the Theory of Knowledge,  CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY 
PRESS 2007, p. 32 
  
Why is this a problem? Consider this truth: 
        (10). Tom's mother said that Tom's twin Tim took the tape. 
Notice that (10) itself is true, even though what Tom's mother said is false. If 
Black were justified in believing just this truth-but not the rest of the story about 
her-that would defeat Black's justification. It is a misleading defeater. 
     Again, this may seem confusing. But the idea is relatively simple. If we 
can know ordinary things, then there can be other truths such that if we learned 
them, they would undermine our justification for the thing we know. But some 
of these defeaters are misleading.」2 
Richard	 Feldman這一反擊實際上相當脆弱，他只是擔心這第四個
條件有可能是誤導人的，然而這不就落入第四個條件的補充所欲修補
的JTB理論漏洞嗎？因為語句(10)裡所陳述的「 Tom's	 twin	 Tim	 took	 t
he	 tape」根本就不符合(4)這個條件，因為就像Feldman所言它是假的。
Richard	 Feldman所謂的「... (10)	 itself	 is	 true,	 even	 though	 what	 Tom'
s	 mother	 said	 is	 false」是指整個語句(10)是真實發生的，也就是(10)的
確是發生過的事實，Tom的媽媽的的確確講過這句話。但這句話為真
並不涵蘊「 Tom's	 twin	 Tim	 took	 the	 tape」也必然是個符合事實的命
題。Richard	 Feldman顯然混淆了「It	 is	 true	 that	 S	 said	 q」跟「q	 is	 
true」。所以整個語句(10)之為真根本不能用來當作misleading	 defeate
r，在這個例子裡真正的defeater必須是「 Tom's	 twin	 Tim	 took	 the	 ta
pe」這個命題，而這恰好是假的命題，所以根本不符合(4)這個條件。
因此這一反例根本不是反例。 
                                                
2 參見 Richard Feldman, Epistemology ,  New Jersey, 2003, p.35-36 
